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Abstract 
This research aims to find out whether Nero linguistic Programming (NLP)-based listening activities have any effects on 
listening comprehension achievement of English language learners with regard to Multiple Intelligence (MI) groups. 32 students 
(21 female, 11 male) took part in this experimental study, all from the department of English Language Teaching of a university 
in the Spring Term of the 2010-2011 Academic Year. A standardized test was given to the subjects to measure their listening 
comprehension achievements. The alpha coefficient of the test was found to be .89. To measure the learners MI groups, a 
multiple intelligence inventory developed by the researcher was used. Cronbach Alpha coefficient reliability of the inventory was 
found to be .83. In the analysis of the data, valid statistical software was used utilizing such techniques as arithmetic mean, 
standard deviation, percentage, t-test and single-factor covariance. The significance level of the tests was taken as .05. As a result 
of the analysis of the research, differences were observed between the students in compliance with certain MI groups though 
some of them were not statistically significant. 
© 2013 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
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1. Introduction 
How languages are learned and taught have been an area of interest to scholars for centuries. Starting from the 
grammar-translation method tradition in the 1800’s on, there has been a great breakthrough in understanding and 
implementing language learning and teaching (Richards & Rogers, 2001; Stern, 1983). Especially the era after the 
second half of the 20th Century has witnessed tremendous amount of research emphasizing individual learner 
differences and how they have affected language learning and teaching. Some of those cognitive differences are 
multiple Intelligences (MI) and representational systems of Neuro linguistic programming (NLP). 
Howard Gardner, a professor at Harvard’s Graduate School of Education, who challenged the traditional view of 
intelligence in the early 1980s (Garnett, 2005), includes several independent intelligence groups—initially seven, 
* Corresponding author: İzzettinKök. Tel.: +90-232-2464949 Ext. 560. 
E-mail address: izzettin.kok@izmir.edu.tr. 

Available online at www.sciencedirect.com
 2013 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. Open access under CC BY-NC-ND license.
Selection and/or peer-review under responsibility of Prof. Dr. Huseyin Uzunboylu, Near East University, Faculty of Education, 
yprus
ScienceDirect
183 İzzettin Kök /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  89 ( 2013 )  182 – 186 
 
however, later eight with the addition of naturalistic intelligence (Gardner, 1983; 1999; 2004). For Gardner, 
intelligence is a capacity, which cannot be assessed by classical IQ tests. Histheory defines intelligence as “the 
capacity to solve problems or to fashion products that are valued in one or more cultural setting” (Gardner & Hatch, 
1989). These intelligence groups are: Verbal/linguistic (sensitivity to the meaning and syntax), logical-mathematical 
(ability to reason and recognize patterns and order), visual/spatial (ability to perceive the world accurately), bodily-
kinesthetic (ability to use the body skilfully), musical (sensitivity to pitch, melody, rhythm, stress and tone), 
interpersonal (the ability to understand people and relationships), intrapersonal (having a skill of knowing self and 
developing it), and naturalist (skill and interest in the environment and nature) (Christison, 2005).For Gardner 
(1983), as opposed to the classical IQ tests results, all human beings have at least eight intelligences though not all 
of them to the same degree; and intelligences can develop. Besides, intelligence interacts with the others in all forms 
of learning and life.  
NLPis “a training philosophy and set of training techniques first developed byJohn Grindler and Richard Bandler 
in the mid-1970s as an alternative form of therapy (Richards and Schmidt, 2002). It is basically concerned with how 
we communicate and how this affects our learning (Pritchard, 2009). To Thornbury (2001), “NLP claims to help 
achieve excellence of performance in language education and learning, improve classroom communication, optimize 
learner attitudes and motivation, raise self esteem, facilitate personal growth in students, even change their attitude 
to life” (cited in Millrood, 2004, p. 28). We perceive the world with our five sense organs. In NLP, these five sense 
systems-- visual, auditory, kinesthetic, olfactory and gustatory-- are shortly referred to as representational systems 
(Grinder &Bandler, 1976; Bandler&Grinder, 1979; Revell& Norman, 1997). These systems are congenitally 
existent in every being if they do not have biological problems.They are believed to be closely associated with 
individual differences in terms of their learning styles such as training of memory and multiple intelligences.“It is 
reasonably easy to learn something that matches or extends an existing mental model, but if it does not match, 
learning is very difficult” (Jensen, 2005, p 47). Hence, knowing individual differences and characteristics those 
differences entail, and in which domains the learners are stronger will motivate them and therefore, enhance their 
success. 
Keeping these in mind, in this study, effects of NLP based activities on students’ academic success is investigated 
by taking multiple intelligence groups into account. 
Purpose of the Study  
The study presented here aims to investigate whether language-teaching practices designed in compliance with 
the principles of neuro linguistic programming have any effects on the students’ listening comprehension 
achievement with regard to their multiple intelligence groups. 
Method 
32 students (21 female, 11 male) participated in this study; all from a university English Language teaching 
program in the Spring Term of 2010-2011academic year.  
2.1 Model of the Research 
The research model in this study was based on a randomized pretest posttest control group design and lasted three 
weeks—4 hours a week totaling 12 hours in listening and pronunciation classes. Experimental group was treated 
with activities and techniques dealing basically with the primary representational systems and other relevant and 
applicable techniques of NLP; and the control group was given traditional listening comprehension education. 
2.2. Data Collecting Instruments 
The data of the research were gathered by a Five-point Likert MI inventory, and a multiple choice listening 
comprehension test. The independent variables of the research were the classroom teaching practices designed in 
compliance with the principles of NLP, and multiple intelligences groups of the students. The dependent variable of 
the research, on the other hand, was the students’ listening comprehension achievements. Hence, to measure the 
variables of the research, the following scales were used: To determine which intelligent groups the students were 
better in, a Multiple Intelligences Inventory designed by the researcher based on the literature and other researches 
was used. The inventory consisted of 80 Five-Point Likert-Type questions representing each multiple intelligence 
group with 10 items. The Cronbach Alpha reliability of the inventory was .83. In addition to the scales listed above, 
the students were also given a 25-item multiple choice listening comprehension achievement test, the KR-20 
reliability of which was .84. 
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2.3. Analysis and Interpretation of Data 
In the analyses of the obtained data, a valid commercial statistics program was used making use of the following 
statistical techniques: frequency, arithmetic means, percentage and standard deviation, and for the reliability of the 
listening comprehension achievement test, KR 20, and for the multiple intelligences inventory, Cronbach Alpha 
coefficient reliability tests were benefitted. To verify that the data were multivariate normal, the skewness and 
kurtosis of the distribution were observed to fall between -1.0 and +1.0. When the two groups were compared and 
contrasted, the t-Test was administered. The significance level was taken as .05.  
2.4. Statement of the problem 
What are the effects, if any at all, of education designed according to NLP principles and those of traditional 
education on the students’ listening comprehension achievements with regard to multiple intelligences? 
2.5. Research Question: 
Are there any significant differences between the listening comprehension achievement levels of students who 
received language education based on the principles of NLP and those students who received traditional language 
education with regard to multiple intelligence groups?                          
3.Findings and Interpretation: With regard to the research question, the following information can be provided: 
 
Table 1: Listening Comprehension Achievement Levels of the Groups and the Results of t-Test according to their MI Groups 
When students’ listening comprehension achievements were analyzed, they were compared as experimental vs. 
control groups with regard to their individual intelligence groups. As can be seen in Table 1, the progress level of 
Multiple Intelligence Group Groups N X post - X pre=  X     Se t Value p Value Significance 
Verbal/Linguistic 
Experimental 9 22.66 5.77 
.48 .64 p> .05 
Control 8 27.50 8.53 
Logical/Mathematical 
Experimental 10 17.60 5.23 
1.70 .11 p> .05 
Control 5 32.80 6.74 
Visual/Spatial 
Experimental 11 24.36 4.98 
.49 .63 p> .05 
Control 8 20.00 7.81 
Bodily/Kinesthetic 
Experimental 6 32.00 4.13 
1.72 .10 p> .05 
Control 10 15.60 6.86 
Naturalistic 
Experimental 8 27.00 5.16 
.59 .56 p> .05 
Control 5 22.40 5.15 
Musical  
Experimental 8 29.50 5.01 
.60 .56 p> .05 
Control 9 23.55 8.25 
Interpersonal 
Experimental 9 23.11 5.84 
.46 .65 p> .05 
Control 12 19.66 4.81 
Intrapersonal 
Experimental 
16 26.50 3.44 
.90 .38 p> .05 Control 
13 20.30 6.34 
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the experimental group students with high verbal/linguistic intelligence was X difference=22.66; and the control 
group students’ was X difference=27.50. The difference between the groups was 4.84 (at t=.48, p>.05 level), which 
was not statistically significant.  
The progress level of the experimental group students with high logical/mathematical intelligence was       
X difference=17.60; and the control group students’ was X difference=32.80. The difference between the groups 
was 15.20 (at t=1.70, p>.05 level), which was not statistically significant. 
The progress level of the experimental group students with high visual/spacial intelligence was X
difference=24.36; and the control group students’ was X difference=20.00. The difference between the groups was 
4.36 (at t=-2.51, p<.05 level), which was not found to be statistically significant.  
The progress level of the experimental group students with high bodily/kinesthetic intelligence was X
difference=32.00; and the control group students’ was X difference=15.60. The difference between the groups was 
16.40 (at t=1.72, p>.05 level), which was not statistically significant. 
The progress level of the experimental group students with high naturalistic intelligence was X
difference=27.00; and the control group students’ was X difference=22.40. The difference between the groups was 
4.60 (at t=-.59 p>.05 level), which was not statistically significant.  
The progress level of the experimental group students with high musical intelligence was X difference=29.50; 
and the control group students’ was X difference=23.55. The difference between the groups was 5.95 (at t=.60, 
p>.05 level), which was not statistically significant.  
The progress level of the experimental group students with high interpersonal intelligence was X
difference=23.11; and the control group students’ was X difference=19.66. The difference between the groups was 
3.45 (at t=-.46, p>.05 level), which was not statistically significant.  
And finally, the progress level of the experimental group students with intrapersonal intelligence was X
difference=26.50; and the control group students’ was X difference=20.30. The difference between the groups was 
6.20 (at t=.90, p>.05 level), which was not statistically significant. 
 
As seen in Table 1, in almost all of the groups excepting verbal/linguistic and logical/mathematical, the 
experimental group students attained higher level listening comprehension achievements though not found 
statistically significant. Partial explanation for the relative difference might be that treatment group students were 
provided with many activities in which they needed to visualize what they were listening, engaged in many 
discussion as to what they envisioned about what they listened to, and they also watched videos of the interviews 
that they first listened only. Besides, the teacher used a great deal of demonstrations, visual material and equipment 
such as regalia, computer assisted projections, especially while they were negotiating for meaning in classroom 
instructions.  
4. Conclusions - Discussions and Suggestions: 
The data was acquired from the research by comparing the groups as experimental versus control through 
classification depending upon their intelligence groups. As a result of the study to the research question, there was 
no statistically significant difference between the experimental and control group students with regard to any of 
intelligence groups though there was a considerable difference between majorities of the groups in favor of the 
experimental group.  
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To conclude, as the results of this study and some of the others in literature indicate, English language teaching 
based on the principles which take individual cognitive differences into account, and design the learning 
environment accordingly, provides better academic achievements for the students though some of them are not 
statistically significant.  
In accordance with the research findings and literature, the following suggestions can be offered: 
1. “As Howard Gardner, among others, has suggested, we exhibit many different kinds of “intelligences.” Schools 
need to celebrate more of these ways of learning and being in the world” (cited in Crawford, & et al, 2005, p. 202). 
Gardner believes instructors must attempt to reach all students and develop their diverse intelligences. Moreover, 
instructors need to teach in a variety of ways, which provide varied learning experiences for students (cited in 
McClellan & Conti, 2008). 
2. It is extremely important for individual learners to be aware of their dominant MI groups and representational 
systems (Kök, 2005).  
3. Creating a variety of learning environments in which a diversity of techniques and activities are utilized to cater 
for more and more sense organs and as many MI groups as possible is considered to enhance learner motivation and 
attitude, and facilitate language learning, thereby preventing monotony on the part of both teacher and the learners 
(Richards & Rogers, 2001; Brewster & Girard, 2002; Lightbown & Spada, 2003; Brown, 2007; 2010).  “Instruction 
that resonates with multiple learning styles may add to the activation-stimulated growth of multiple learning and 
memory storage centers in the brain” (Willis, 2008, p.91). 
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